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existence of which it may be will to recollect, although none of
them need now be particularly noticed further than as they may be
illustrative of the analogous consequences in cases of a similar
conversion made without the consent of the owner.

Here the inquiry is as to the extent of the power of the Court
of Chancery over the property of infants. It is admitted by all,
that a guardian or trustee cannot merely as such make an absolute
and total change in the nature of an infant’s estate; and also, that
the Court of Chancery can direct or sanction no alteration what-
ever, in the nature of an infant’s estate, which his guardian or
trustee might not of himself lawfully make. (¢) In general, the
court will not suffer the personal estate of an infant to be, in any
way, changed into real ; or his real estate to be converted into per-
sonalty. For the alteration of property is as far as possible to be
avoided consistently with the idea of preserving the interests of the
proprietor. (¢) But, apart from this general rule, there are many
cases in which the court will, for the manifest convenience and
advantage of the infant, direct or sanction the making of an abso-
lute purchase of real estate with his personalty, or with the rents
and profits or proceeds of his estate; and thus, in fact, convert his
personalty into realty. This, however, is never done without a
complete saving to the infant of all his rights by continuing to con-
sider, during his infancy, the property as personalty to the same
extent as before such conversion was made. Because the court
can neither do nor sanction any act which may, in its consequences,
impair the rights of the infant, or those who may claim under him,
either by altering the nature of his property ; (¢) or by changing his
domicil so as to cast it into a different course of succession. (f)
But in the conversion of an infant’s personalty into realty, by clear-
ing off incumbrances, he being, in respect of such real estate, liable
as debtor, so that, as in fact the debtor himself pays the debt, there
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